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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1. With regards to the request on page 11, lines 10-16 of 
Applicant's arguments, filed 10 February 2005, to consider the 
IDS and the references cited therein, Examiner has considered 
all of the references listed on the IDS dated 14 February 2005 
and the IDS dated 04 March 2005. Further, the objection to the 
IDS listed in item 1 of the previous office action, dated 29 
October 2004, has been withdrawn. 

2. Applicant's arguments, see page 11, lines 17-20, filed 10 
February 2005, with respect to the drawings have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. The objection to the drawings 
listed in item 2 of said previous office action has been 
withdrawn . 

3. Applicant's arguments, see page 11, lines 21-23, filed 10 
February 2005, with respect to the specification have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. The objections to the 
specification listed in item 4 of said previous office action 
has been withdrawn. However, Examiner not.es that the objection 
to the abstract raised in item 3 of said previous office action 
has not been addressed. 

4. Applicant's arguments, see page 11, lines 25-27, filed 10 
February 2005, with respect to the claim objections do not 
address the objections to the claims listed in items 5 and 6 of 
said previous office action and fully address the objections to 
the claims listed in item 7 of said office action. The 
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objections to the claims listed in items 5-6 of said previous 
office action that have not been addressed are repeated below. 
All other objections to the claims that were listed in items 5-7 
of said previous office action are withdrawn. 

5. Applicant's amendments to the claims, filed 10 February 
2005, fully address the rejections to the claims under 35 USC 
§112, second paragraph listed in items 8-11 of said previous 
office action. The rejections to the claims under 35 USC §112, 
second paragraph listed in items 8-11 of said previous office 
action are therefore withdrawn. 

6. Applicant's arguments, see page 11, line 28 to the end of 
page 13, filed 10, February 2005, have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Applicant's arguments are directed to 
the current amendments to the claims, and not to the claims as 
filed prior to said previous office action. The rejections to 
the claims which are necessitated by the present amendments are 
given below. 

Specification 

7. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the 
phrase "the images is divided into area" is incorrect grammar 
and also conflicts with the rest of the sentence since there are 
multiple areas. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

Claim Objections 

8. Claims 2-5, 9-10, 12-13, 16 and 18-24 objected to because 
of the following informalities: 
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Claims 2-5, 9-10, 12-13, 16 and 18-24 all contain the 
phrase "recited in claim X wherein", where X is an associated 
claims number. The phrases should be written "recited in claim 
X, wherein", where X is said associated claim number, in order 
to put the claim language into the proper form. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

9. Claims 1, 8, 15 and 17 are objected to because of the 
following informalities: 

Claims 1, 8, 15 and 17 are not formatted properly. There 
should be the word "and" after the last semi-colon and before 
the last element of the method or system. For example, lines 7 
and 8 of claim 1 should read: 

"detecting the digital watermark from areas of said second 
image; and 

determining an extent to which the digital watermark is 
detected in the areas as a measure of quality of the printing." 

A portion of claim 1, line 1 should be modified from 
"correctly comprising" to "correctly, comprising". 

A portion of claim 8, line 1 should be modified from "image 
comprising" to "image, comprising". 

A portion of claim 15, line 3 should be modified from 
"system comprising," to "system comprising:". 

The current wording of claim 17 is confusing, but it is 
assumed by Examiner that the intended phrasing of claim 17, line 
3 is "embedded in areas of said image, said system comprising:" 
since after "embedded in areas of said image," a plurality of 
different means are listed. 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which, 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

11. Claims 1-2, 4, 8, 10, 12, 15-16, 19-20 and 22-23 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cox 
(US Patent 5,915,027) in view of Bhaskaran (US Patent 6,064,764) 
and Moed (US Patent 6,363,162 Bl). 

Regarding claim 1: Cox discloses digitally watermarking an 
image (column 5, lines 10-12 of Cox) , said watermark being 
.redundantly applied in areas of said image (figure 2 and column 
5, lines 19-24 of Cox) . A portion of a watermark is itself a 
watermark and is applied redundantly in areas of the image 
(column 5, lines 19-24 of Cox) . 

Cox further discloses outputting said image (figure 2 
("watermarked data") and column 5, lines 32-34 of Cox) ; 
acquiring a second image of the watermarked image data (figure 4 
("watermarked data") and column 5, line 65 to column 6, line 4 
of Cox) ; and detecting the digital watermark from areas of said 
second image (column 6, lines 3-10 of Cox) . 

Cox does not disclose expressly printing said image on a 
carrier; that said second image is acquired from the image 
printed on said carrier; and determining an extent to which the 
digital watermark is detected in the areas as a measure of the 
quality of the printing. 
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Bhaskaran discloses printing an image on a carrier (column 
9, lines 5-8 of Bhaskaran) ; acquiring an image from a carrier 
(column 8, line 66 to column 9, line 8 of Bhaskaran) ; and 
determining an extent to which the digital watermark is detected 
in the areas as a measure of the level of tampering of the 
images (figure 5(310-312) and column 6, lines 17-19 and lines 
50-58 of Bhaskaran) . 

Cox and Bhaskaran are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely embedding and extracting 
watermarks in digital image data. At the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to use a printer to print the watermarked image and then 
acquire the image from the printed paper copy of the image, as 
taught by Bhaskaran. The suggestion for doing so would have 
been that paper printing is simply one of many types of possible 
image outputs (column 9, lines 5-6 of Bhaskaran) . Further, at 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to determine the extent to 
which the digital watermark is detected in the areas of the 
image upon reading the image as a measure of how much the image 
has been tampered with, as taught by Bhaskaran.. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to protect a digital image from 
tampering (column 2, lines 18-23 of Bhaskaran) and thus be able 
to trace unauthorized distribution of the digital image (column 
1, lines 28-33 of Bhaskaran) . Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Bhaskaran with Cox. 

While a determination of the level of tampering would also 
demonstrate the quality of the printing of the image, Cox in 
view of Bhaskaran does not disclose expressly that said measure 
is a measure of the quality of the printing. 
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Moed discloses determining the extent image data is 
detected, such as with the level and continuity of image data, 
as a measure of the quality of the printing of an image (column 
6, lines 14-28 of Moed) . 

Cox in view of Bhaskaran is combinable with Moed because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, namely digital image 
region analysis. At the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
determine the extent the watermark data taught by Cox in view of 
Bhaskaran is detected as a measure of the quality of the 
printing of the image, as taught by Moed, The motivation for 
doing so would have been to be able to determine if a scanned 
image is useable (column 1, lines 60-64 of Moed) . Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Moed with Cox in view of 
Bhaskaran to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1. 

Regarding claim 8: Cox discloses digitally watermarking an 
image (column 5, lines 10-12 of Cox), said watermark being 
redundantly applied in areas of said image (figure 2 and column 
5, lines 19-24 of Cox) . A portion of a watermark is itself a 
watermark and is applied redundantly in areas of the image 
(column 5, lines 19-24 of Cox) . 

Cox further discloses outputting a watermarked image 
(figure 2 (''watermarked data") and column 5, lines 32-34 of 
Cox) ; acquiring a second image of the watermarked image data 
(figure 4 ("watermarked data") and column 5, line 65 to column 6, 
line 4 of Cox) ; and reading said watermark signal from said 
second image (column 6, lines 3-10 of Cox) . 

Cox does not disclose expressly that said second image is 
acquired from a printed image; that said second image is read to 
compute a measure of the digital watermark strength embedded in 
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the second image; and determining the quality of said printing 
from the measure of the digital watermark signal strength. 

Bhaskaran discloses acquiring an image from a printed image 
(column 8, line 66 to column 9, line 8 of Bhaskaran) ; computing 
a measure of the digital watermark strength embedded in the 
second image (column 6, lines 42-45 and lines 59-61 of 
Bhaskaran) ; and determining an extent to which the digital 
watermark is detected in the areas as a measure of the level of 
tampering of the images (figure 5(310-312) and column 6, lines 
17-19 and lines 50-58 of Bhaskaran) . 

Cox and Bhaskaran are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely embedding and extracting 
watermarks in digital image data. At the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to acquire the second image from the printed paper copy of 
the image, as taught by Bhaskaran. The suggestion for doing so 
would have been that paper printing is simply one of many types 
of possible image outputs (column 9, lines 5-6 of Bhaskaran) . 
Further, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to compute the 
strength of the digital watermark signal and thus determine the 
extent to which the digital watermark is detected in the areas 
of the image upon reading the image as a measure of how much the 
image has been tampered with, as taught by Bhaskaran. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to protect a digital 
image from tampering (column 2, lines 18-23 of Bhaskaran) and 
thus be able to trace unauthorized distribution of the digital 
image (column 1, lines 28-33 of Bhaskaran) . Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Bhaskaran with Cox. 
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While a determination of the level of tampering would also 
demonstrate the quality of the printing of the image, Cox in 
view of Bhaskaran does not disclose expressly that the quality 
of said printing is determined from the measure of the digital 
watermark signal strength. 

Moed discloses determining the extent image data is 
detected, such as with the level and continuity of image data, 
as a measure of the quality of the printing of an image (column 
6, lines 14-28 of Moed) . 

Cox in view of Bhaskaran is combinable with Moed because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, namely digital image 
region analysis. At the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
determine the extent the watermark data taught by Cox in view of 
Bhaskaran is detected as a measure of the quality of the 
printing of the image, as taught by Moed. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to be able to determine if a scanned 
image is useable (column 1, lines 60-64 of Moed) . Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Moed with Cox in view of 
Bhaskaran to obtain the invention as specified in claim 8. 

Regarding claim 15: Cox discloses a system (figure 4 of 
Cox) comprising an image capture device (figure 4 ("'watermarked 
data") *of Cox) for acquiring an image (column 5, line 65 to 
column 6, line 4 of Cox) . Since the data is read into said 
system, some form of image capture device is inherent. 

Cox further discloses a computer that executes a watermark 
reading program (figure 4 of Cox) for detecting a digital 
watermark signal from each of a plurality of areas of said image 
(column 6, lines 3-10 of Cox) ; and a code for examining the 
magnitude of the digital watermark signal in said areas (column 
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6, lines 15-20 of Cox) . " Performing correlation and decision 
operations on the watermark data in order to identify the 
watermarked character (column 6, lines 15-10 of Cox) requires in 
part an examination of the magnitude. Without sufficient 
magnitude of the watermark data, it is not possible to determine 
the symbol that has been watermarked. 

Cox does not disclose expressly that said image is acquired 
from a printed image; and that said digital watermark signal is 
examined to determine the quality of said printing. 

Bhaskaran discloses acquiring an image from a printed image 
(column 8, line 66 to column 9, line 8 of Bhaskaran) ; computing 
a measure of the digital watermark strength embedded in the 
second image (column 6, lines 42-45 and lines 59-61 of 
Bhaskaran) ; and determining an extent to which the digital 
watermark is detected in the areas as a measure of the level of 
tampering of the images (figure 5(310-312) and column 6, lines 
17-19 and lines 50-58 of Bhaskaran) . 

Cox and Bhaskaran are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely embedding and extracting 
watermarks in digital image data. At the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to acquire the second image from the printed paper copy of 
the image, as taught by Bhaskaran. The suggestion for doing so 
would have, been that paper printing is simply one of many types 
of possible image outputs (column 9, lines 5-6 of Bhaskaran) . 
Further, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to compute the 
strength of the digital watermark signal and thus determine the 
extent to which the digital watermark is detected in the areas 
of the image upon reading the image as a measure of how much the 
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image has been tampered with, as taught by Bhaskaran. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to protect a digital 
image from tampering (column 2, lines 18-23 of Bhaskaran) and 
thus be able to trace unauthorized distribution of the digital 
image (column 1, lines 28-33 of Bhaskaran) . Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Bhaskaran with Cox. 

While a determination of the level of tampering would also 
demonstrate the quality of the printing of the image, Cox in 
view of Bhaskaran does not disclose expressly that the quality 
of said printing is determined from the measure of the digital 
watermark signal strength. 

Moed discloses determining the . extent image data is 
detected, such as with the level and continuity of image data, 
as a measure of the quality of the printing of an image (column 
6, lines 14-28 of Moed) . 

Cox in view of Bhaskaran is combinable with Moed because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, namely digital image 
region analysis. At the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
determine the extent the watermark data taught by Cox in view of 
Bhaskaran is detected as a measure of the quality of the 
printing of the image, as taught by Moed. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to be able to determine if a scanned 
image is useable (column 1, lines 60-64 of Moed) . Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Moed with Cox in view of 
Bhaskaran to obtain the invention as specified in claim 15. 

Regarding claims 2, 10 and 16: Cox discloses that said 
digital watermark includes a signal embedded into the image at 
selected spatial frequencies (column 4, lines 55-60 and column 
8, lines 36-40 of Cox) . The watermarks are embedded in the 
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image using the computed two-dimensional DCT coefficients 
(column 8, lines 36-40 of Cox) . As is well-known in the art, 
DCT coefficients are based on spectral characteristics of the 
input signal, in this case a watermark signal. 

Further regarding claim 4: Bhaskaran discloses that said 
second image is acquired using a digital camera (column 8, line 
66 to column 9, line 1 of Bhaskaran) . 

Regarding claim 12: Cox discloses that said watermark is 
redundantly embedded in multiple areas of said image (figure 2 
and column 5, lines 19-24 of Cox) . A portion of a watermark is 
itself a watermark and is applied redundantly in multiple areas 
of the image (column 5, lines 19-24 of Cox) . 

Regarding claims 19 and 22: Cox does not disclose 
expressly that the strength of the digital watermark signal in 
the areas is used as a measure of print quality. 

Bhaskaran discloses that the extent to which the digital 
watermark is detected in the areas is the measure of the level 
of tampering of the images (figure 5(310-312) and column 6, 
lines 17-19 and lines 50-58 of Bhaskaran) . 

Cox and Bhaskaran are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely embedding and extracting 
watermarks in digital image data. At the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to use strength of the digital watermark signal, and thus 
the extent to, which the digital watermark is detected in the 
areas of the image upon reading the image, as the measure of how 
much the image has been tampered with, as taught by Bhaskaran. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to protect a digital 
image from tampering (column 2, lines 18-23 of Bhaskaran) and 
thus be able to trace unauthorized distribution of the digital 
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image (column 1, lines 28-33 of Bhaskaran) . Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Bhaskaran with Cox. 

While a determination of the level of tampering would also 
demonstrate the quality of the printing of the image, Cox in 
view of Bhaskaran does not disclose expressly that the quality 
of said printing is determined from the measure of the digital 
watermark signal strength. 

Moed discloses determining the extent image data is 
detected, such as with the level and continuity of image data, 
as a measure of the quality of the printing of an image (column 
6, lines 14-28 of Moed) . 

Cox in view of Bhaskaran is combinable with Moed because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, namely digital image 
region analysis. At the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
determine the extent the watermark data <taught by Cox in view of 
Bhaskaran is detected as a measure of the quality of the 
printing of the image, as taught by Moed. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to be able to determine if a scanned 
image is useable (column 1, lines 60-64 of Moed) . Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Moed with Cox in view of 
Bhaskaran to obtain the invention as specified in claims 19 and 
22. 

Regarding claims 20 and 23: Cox discloses that the 
watermarks are embedded in the image using the computed two- 
dimensional DCT coefficients (column 8, lines 36-40 of Cox) . As 
is well-known in the art, DCT coefficients for a digital image 
are coefficients related to the spatial frequency components of 
said image. Since the watermark is embedded based on DCT 
coefficients, the method according to Cox in view of Bhaskaran 
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and Moed would therefore measure the strength of the digital 
watermark as a function of spatial frequencies that have been 
modified to embed the digital watermark in the areas. 

12. Claims 3, 5, 9 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Cox (US Patent 5,915,027) in view of 
Bhaskaran (US Patent 6,064,764), Moed (US Patent 6,363,162 Bl), 
and Austin (US Patent 5,488,223). 

Regarding claims 3, 9 and 13: Cox in view of Bhaskaran and 
Moed does not disclose expressly that said carrier is a label. 

Austin discloses printing on a carrier, wherein said 
carrier is a label (figure 3b and column 7, lines 56-59 of 
Austin) . 

Cox in view of Bhaskaran and Moed is combinable with Austin 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely 
printing, reading, and processing digital image data. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to print said watermarked image on a 
label. The motivation for doing so would have been labels can 
be used as another form of data storage and entry (column 4, 
lines 3-5 of Austin) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Austin with Cox in view of Bhaskaran and Moed to obtain 
the invention as specified in claims 3, 9 and 13. 

Further regarding claim 5: Austin discloses rejecting said 
labels if the image data read from said labels does not meet 
certain criteria (column 8, lines 1-3 and lines 6-7 of Austin) . 
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13. Claims 21 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Cox (US Patent 5,915,027) in view of 
Bhaskaran (US Patent 6,064,764), Moed (US Patent 6,363,162 Bl) , 
and Zhao (US Patent 6,243,480 Bl) . 

Regarding claims 21 and 24: Cox in view of Bhaskaran and 
Moed does not disclose expressly that the digital watermark is 
embedded in a background image, 

Zhao discloses embedding a digital watermark in a 
background image (column 11, lines 16-19 of Zhao) . 

Cox in view of Bhaskaran and Moed is combinable with Zhao 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
embedding and manipulating watermark image data. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to embed the digital watermark 
specifically in a background image. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to be able to include data such as computer 
programs in the background of the image (column 11, lines 40-4 6 
of Zhao) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Zhao 
with Cox in view of Bhaskaran and Moed to obtain ■ the invention 
as specified in claims 21 and 24. 

14. Claims 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103"(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cox (US Patent 5,915,027) in view of Austin 

(US Patent 5,488,223), Bhaskaran (US Patent 6,064,764), and Moed 

(US Patent 6, 363, 162 Bl) . 

Regarding claim 17: Cox discloses a system (figure 4 of 
Cox) comprising means (figure 4 ("watermarked data") of Cox) for 
acquiring an image (column 5, line 65 to, column 6, line 4 of 
Cox) . Since the data is read into said system, some form of 
image capture device is inherent. 
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Cox further discloses means (figure 4(42) of Cox) for 
detecting a watermark signal from the areas of said image 
(column 6, lines 3-10 of Cox); and means (figure 4 (44 (a, b, ...) ) of 
Cox) for examining said watermark data in each area of said 
image (column 6, lines 15-20 of Cox) . 

Cox does not disclose expressly that said acquired image is 
an image of printed labels after said labels have been printed; 
and means for determining an extent to which the watermark 
signal is detected in the areas as a measure of print quality of 
said labels. 

Austin discloses acquiring an image of printed labels 
(figure 3b and column 7, lines 56-59 of Austin) after said 
labels have been printed (column 7, line 66 to column 8, line 1 
of Austin) . 

Cox and Austin are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely printing, reading, and processing 
digital image data. At the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art print 
watermarked data onto labels, as taught by Cox. The .suggestion 
for doing so would have been that labels are simply another one 
of many possible output media that can be printed upon. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Austin with 
Cox . 

Cox in view of Austin does not disclose expressly means for 
determining an extent to which the watermark signal is detected 
in the areas as a measure of print quality of said labels. 

Bhaskaran discloses means (figure 5(310-312) of Bhaskaran) 
for determining an extent to which the watermark signal is 
detected in the areas as a measure of the level of tampering of 
the images (column 6, lines 17-19 and lines 50-58 of Bhaskaran) . 
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Cox in view of Austin is combinable with Bhaskaran because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, namely embedding and 
extracting watermarks in digital image data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to compute the strength of the digital 
watermark signal and thus determine the extent to which the 
digital watermark is detected in the areas of the image upon 
reading the image as a measure of how much the image has been 
tampered with, as taught by Bhaskaran. The motivation for doing 
so would have been to protect a digital image from tampering 
(column 2, lines 18-23 of Bhaskaran) and thus be able to trace 
unauthorized distribution of the digital image (column 1, lines 
28-33 of Bhaskaran) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Bhaskaran with Cox in view of Austin. 

While a determination of the level of tampering would also 
demonstrate the quality of the printing of the image, Cox in 
view of Austin and Bhaskaran does not disclose expressly that 
the quality of said printing is determined from the extent by 
which the digital watermark signal is detected. 

Moed discloses determining the extent image data is 
detected, such as with the level and continuity of image data, 
as a measure of the quality of the printing of an image (column 
6, lines 14-28 of Moed) . 

Cox in view of Austin and Bhaskaran is combinable with Moed 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely digital 
image region analysis. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
determine the extent the watermark data taught by Cox in view of 
Austin and Bhaskaran is detected as a measure of the quality of 
the printing of the image, as taught by Moed. The motivation 
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for doing so would have been to be able to determine if a 
scanned image is useable (column 1, lines 60-64 of Moed) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Moed with Cox 
in view of Austin and Bhaskaran to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 17. 

Regarding claim 18: Cox discloses that said digital 
watermark includes a signal embedded into the image at selected 
spatial frequencies (column 4, lines 55-60 and column 8, lines 
36-40 of Cox) . The watermarks are embedded in the image using 
their computed two-dimensional DCT coefficients (column 8, lines 
36-40 of Cox) . As is well-known in the art, DCT coefficients 
are based on spectral characteristics of the input signal, in 
this case a watermark signal. 

Conclusion 

15. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground (s) of 
rejection presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS 
ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a) . 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action 
is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action 
is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated 
from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to James A. 
Thompson whose telephone number is 571-272-7441. The examiner 
can normally be reached on 8 : 30AM-5 : 00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, David K. Moore can be 
reached on 571-272-7437. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 
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